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U.S. Patent Application No.: 10/669,644 



Attorney Docket No.: Q77694 



REMARKS 

Claims 1-8 are all the claims pending in the application. 
The specification is objected to. 

The objections to the disclosure that refer to the Background of the Invention are held as 
recited in the first Office Action. 

The disclosure is objected to because of various informalities. 

The Background of the Invention is objected to because lines 24-25 contain various 
grammatical errors. 

Claims 1-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kodama et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,961,683) in view of Neul et al. ("A Modeling Approach to Include 
Mechanical Microsystem Components into the System Simulation", Proceedings of Design, 
Automation and Test in Europe, pages 510-517, 23-26 February, 1998) and Peterson et al. 
("Application of Dynamic System Identification to Timber Beams", Journal of Structural 
Engineering, April 2001, pages 418-425). 

The Applicant traverses the rejections and requests reconsideration. 

Specification 

The Applicant respectfully amends the Specification to specifically note that the various 
harnesses are described in the two references that are cited. The Applicant also amends the 
Specification to correct the alleged grammatically incorrect statement the Examiner refers to. 
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Regarding the remarks related to section 608.01(c), the Applicant respectfully notes that 
this section and its alleged "requirements" are only mere suggestions and not absolute 
requirements under the law. The statutory requirements for a Specification have been met. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Rejection of Claims 1-8 based on Kodama et al. in view of Neul et al and Peterson et al. 

In maintaining the rejection of the claims based on the combined teachings of Kodama, 
Neul and Peterson, the Examiner contends that Figs. 1, 2 and 5 and the accompanying 
description in passages 1:22-27 and 7:16-25 of Kodama allegedly suggest considering the wiring 
structure as an elastic body having a circular cross section. These passages are reproduced 
below: 

As a typical interface member, a so-called wire 
harness is available, which is formed by binding a 
plurality of electric wires or communication lines 
into a bundle by using a protective member such as a 
tape as needed and attaching predetermined connectors 
to the two end portions of the bundle. Wire harnesses 
differ in the numbers of electric wires and the 
thickness of each electric wire, and some wire 
harnesses have branch points while others do not have 
any wire harnesses in accordance with application 
purposes (connection destinations) . Therefore, the 
wire harnesses vary in rigidity. ..Kodama 1:22-27 
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In this embodiment, the elastic body model vector 
expressions provided by Konapasek are used to 
calculate the forces F and moments E, produced in 
portions when a wire harness having thickness and 
elasticity bends, and the shape of the wire harness. 
These vector expressions are described in detail in 
the reference (fiber Sci & Technology, 5, 1, 1972) by 
M. Konapasek and J. W. S Hearl . These mathematical 
expressions will be briefly described below with 
reference to FIG. 5... Kodama 7:16-25 



As can be noted, nothing in the above passages, nor any other passages in Kodama, can 
be construed to suggest a method of assisting a wire design by first regarding (or assuming) the 
wiring structure to be an elastic body having a circular section with the elastic body having a 
plurality of beam elements that are coupled with each other with the linearity if the plurality of 
beams are being maintained. 

In addition, the Examiner points to Fig. 5, where a section of a thin rod is shown for an 
explanation of the vector expressions. However, Fig.5ofTCodamaisaviewforex^ 
expressions of an elastic body model with respect to a reference by Konapasek. This is explained more clearly 
in column 7, line 26 to 32 referring to Fig. 5 and Konapasek. Notably in Konapasek, a technique of 
calculating the large deformation of a thin rod as an elastic body in a small calculation amount by a 
technique of approximating the thin rod without considering its diameter together with a geometric 
shape analysis technique so as to calculate the forces F and moments E in the elastic body 
having thickness and elasticity and its shape. Therefore, the Examiner's assertion regarding Fig. 5 and 
its alleged teaching is believed to be incorrect. 
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Further, the combined teachings of the cited references do not suggest designing a wire harness 
with taking "characteristic value" with respect to vibration into account. 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. First, 
there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to 
combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. 
Finally, the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations. The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed combination and the reasonable 
expectation of success must both be found in the prior art, not in Applicant's disclosure. MPEP 
2143 citing In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 

The Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner has not satisfied the burden of 
establishing prima facie obviousness at least because she has not satisfied the "all limitations" 
prong of the three prong test for obviousness. Specifically, the Examiner has not shown that the 
combined teachings of Kodama, Neul and Peterson suggest the invention as a whole including at 
least the limitations that are discussed above. 

Since the "all limitations" test is not satisfied, the "motivation" and the "reasonable 
expectation of success" prongs of the test for obviousness must also fail. 

Claims 5, 7 and 8 include limitations analogous to the ones discussed above in relation to 
claim 1 . Therefore, these claims are patentable for analogous reasons. 

Claims 2, 3 and 6 are dependent on the above claims, and therefore, are allowable for the 
same reasons. 

6 



AMENDMENT UNDER 37 C.F.R. § 1.1 16 
U.S. Patent Application No.: 10/669,644 



Attorney Docket No.: Q77694 



In view of the above, reconsideration and allowance of this application are now believed 
to be in order, and such actions are hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue which the 
Examiner feels may be best resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 
kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 

The USPTO is directed and authorized to charge all required fees, except for the Issue 
Fee and the Publication Fee, to Deposit Account No. 19-4880. Please also credit any 
overpayments to said Deposit Account. 



Respectfully submitted, 




SUGHRUE MION, PLLC 
Telephone: (202) 293-7060 
Facsimile: (202) 293-7860 



Chid S. Iyer 
Registration No. 43,355 



WASHINGTON OFFICE 



23373 



CUSTOMER NUMBER 



Date: April 4, 2007 
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